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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 24, 25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Kojima et al. (6,639,354). 

Regarding claim 24, Kojima discloses a light emitting device comprising a metal 
substrate (Figure 31, element 211) (column 36, line 35), an insulating film (241) of tin 
oxide (column 36, line 39) over a first surface of the metal substrate, a light emitting 
element (210, 220, 230) over the insulating film, the light emitting element including an 
anode, a cathode and an EL material interposed between the anode and the cathode, 
and a substrate holder (204) under a majority of a surface of the metal substrate opposite 
the first surface. 

Regarding claim 25, Kojima discloses stainless steel as a possible material for 
the metal substrate (column 36, line 36), and therefore discloses a heat resistive metallic 
substrate. 
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Regarding claim 28, Kojima discloses a radius of curvature of convex portions 
existing on the surface of the substrate, such as the cladding layer (12), of equal to or 
greater than 1 micron (column 6, line 39). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2, 20, 22, 23 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yap (6,307,528) in view of Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record). 

Regarding claim 2, Yap discloses a light emitting device comprising an insulating 
film (Figure 3a, element 50) over a substrate having a metallic surface (column 4, line 
19), and a light emitting element over the insulating film, the light emitting element 
including an anode (62), a cathode (54) and an EL material (60) interposed between the 
anode and the cathode, and a light shielding film (48) provided between the light 
emitting element and the substrate having the metallic surface and overlapped with the 
light emitting element. 

Yap fails to exemplify the thickness of the metallic-surfaced substrate. 

Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
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microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Yap to have a thickness within the 
range of 5 to 30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin substrate for a 
semiconductor device, as taught by Moriyama. 

Regarding claim 20, Yap discloses the radius of curvature of convex portions on 
a surface of the substrate, such as the walls, which are at least 10 microns thick, is 
greater than 1 micron (column 10, line 55). 

Regarding claim 22, Yap discloses the light shielding film (48) is formed in 
contact with the cathode (54). 

Regarding claim 23, Yap discloses the cathode is adjacent the light shielding 
film, wherein "adjacent" means "nearby", and is separated from the light shielding film 
by the dielectric layer (52). 

Regarding claim 45, Yap discloses a thin film transistor (46) is formed over the 
metallic substrate. 

5. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yap (6,307,528) in view of 
Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record) as applied to claims 2, 20, 22, 23 and 45 above, 
and further in view of Forrest et al. (5,998,803). 
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Yap discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 2, 
including a metal substrate. 

Yap fails to exemplify the thickness of the metallic-surfaced substrate. 

Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 

Neither Yap nor Moriyama disclose the surface roughness of the metal substrate. 

Forrest teaches a metal substrate for an EL device within the range of thickness 
taught by Moriyama (column 7, line 67) and having a smooth surface in order to 
successfully deposit subsequent layers (column 1 1 , line 47). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a substrate having a surface roughness no greater than 
one micron, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Alien 105 USPQ 233. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Yap to have a thickness within the 
range of 5 to 30 microns, as taught by Moriyama, in order to provide a strong yet thin 
substrate for a semiconductor device, and to further modify the metal substrate to have 
a smooth surface, as taught by Forrest, and to provide a metal substrate having a 
surface roughness of one micron or less as it has been held to be within the skill of an 
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ordinary practitioner of the art to find an optimal range through experimentation, in order 
to have good adherence to the layers formed thereon. 

6. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kojima 
et al. (6,639,354) in view of Forrest et al. (5,998,803). 

Kojima discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 24, 
including a metal substrate. 

Kojima fails to exemplify the surface roughness of the metal substrate, 

Forrest teaches a metal substrate for an EL device having a smooth surface in 
order to successfully deposit subsequent layers (column 1 1 , line 47). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a substrate having a surface roughness no greater than 
one micron, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Kojima to have a smooth surface, 
as taught by Forrest, and to provide a metal substrate having a surface roughness of 
one micron or less as it has been held to be within the skill of an ordinary practitioner of 
the art to find an optimal range through experimentation, in order to in order to have 
good adherence to the layers formed thereon. 
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7. Claims 30, 31 and 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yap (6,307,528) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record). 

Regarding claim 30, Yap discloses a light emitting device comprising an 
insulating film (Figure 3a, element 50) over a substrate having a metallic surface 
(column 4, line 19), and a light emitting element over the insulating film, the light 
emitting element including an anode (62), a cathode (54) and an EL material (60) 
interposed between the anode and the cathode, and a light shielding film (48) provided 
between the light emitting element and the substrate having the metallic surface and 
overlapped with the light emitting element 

Yap fails to exemplify a substrate holder under the substrate. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device with a substrate having a metallic surface 
(column 12, lines 36-46), and a substrate holder (6001) under the substrate in order to 
combine the display area with the circuitry and power connection (Figure 18B). 

Therefore regarding claim 30, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the light emitting device of Yap to have a 
substrate holder formed under the substrate in order to join the display area of the 
device with the circuitry and power supply, as taught by Koyama. 

Regarding claim 31 , Yap fails to exemplify the type of metal used for the 
substrate. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device having a stainless steel substrate, which 
is one of the materials defined by the applicant has being a heat resistive metallic 
material (column 12, lines 36-46). 
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Therefore regarding claim 31 , it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Yap to be formed 
of stainless steel, as taught by Koyama, in order to disperse heat from the light 
elements without deforming. 

Regarding claim 34, Yap discloses the radius of curvature of convex portions on 
a surface of the substrate, such as the walls, which are at least 1 0 microns thick, is 
greater than 1 micron (column 10, line 55). 

Regarding claim 35, Yap fails to exemplify the type of device in which the light 
emitting device could be used. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device incorporated in a video camera (Figure 

23). 

Therefore regarding claim 35, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the light emitting device of Yap to be 
used in a video camera, as Koyama has taught that such a light emitting device may be 
employed in a video camera. 

Regarding claim 36, Yap discloses the light shielding film (48) is formed in 
contact with the cathode (54). 

Regarding claim 37, Yap discloses the cathode is adjacent the light shielding 
film, wherein "adjacent" means "nearby", and is separated from the light shielding film 
by the dielectric layer (52). 
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8. Claims 17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yap (6,307,528) in view of Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record), as applied to 
claims 2, 20, 22, 23 and 45 above, and further in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of 
record). 

Yap discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 2, 
including a metal substrate. 

Yap fails to exemplify the thickness of the metallic-surfaced substrate. 

Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 

Regarding claim 17, Yap fails to exemplify the type of metal used for the 
substrate. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device having a stainless steel substrate, which 
is one of the materials defined by the applicant has being a heat resistive metallic 
material (column 12, lines 36-46). 

Therefore regarding claim 17, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Yap to have a 
thickness within the range of 5 to 30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin 
substrate for a semiconductor device, as taught by Moriyama, and to further modify the 
metal substrate of Yap to be formed of stainless steel, as taught by Koyama, in order to 
disperse heat from the light elements without deforming. 
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Regarding claim 21 , Yap fails to exemplify the type of device in which the light 
emitting device could be used. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device incorporated in a video camera (Figure 

23). 

Therefore regarding claim 21 , it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Yap to have a 
thickness within the range of 5 to 30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin 
substrate for a semiconductor device, as taught by Moriyama, and to further modify the 
light emitting device of Yap to be used in a video camera, as Koyama has taught that 
such a light emitting device may be employed in a video camera. 

9. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kojima 
et al. (6,639,354) in view of Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record). 

Kojima discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 24, 
including a metal substrate. 

Kojima fails to exemplify the thickness of the metal substrate. 

Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 

Therefore regarding claim 26, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the metal substrate of Kojima to have a 
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thickness within the range of 5 to 30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin 
substrate for a semiconductor device, as taught by Moriyama. 

10. Claims 29, 38, 39, 42 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kojima et al. (6,639,354) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record). 
Regarding claim 29, Kojima discloses a device having all the limitations of claim 

24. 

Kojima fails to exemplify the types of display devices in which the light emitting 
device may be used. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device incorporated in a video camera (Figure 

23). 

Therefore regarding claim 29, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device of Kojima to be used in a 
video camera, as Koyama has taught that such a light emitting device may be employed 
in a video camera. 

Regarding claim 38, Kojima discloses a light emitting device comprising a metal 
substrate (Figure 31 , element 21 1 ) (column 36, line 35), an insulating film (241 ) of tin 
oxide (column 36, line 39) over a first surface of the metal substrate, a light emitting 
element (210, 220, 230) over the insulating film, the light emitting element including an 
anode, a cathode and an EL material interposed between the anode and the cathode, 
and a substrate holder (204) under a majority of a surface of the metal substrate opposite 
the first surface. 
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Kojima fails to exemplify a thin film transistor on the first insulating film or a 
second insulating film over the TFT. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device having a metal substrate (column 12, 
lines 36-46), a first insulating film (4021) over the metal substrate, at least one thin film 
transistor (4025) over the first insulating film, a second insulating film (4026) over the 
first TFT, a light emitting element over the insulating film, the light emitting element 
including an anode (4027), a cathode (4030), and an EL material (4029) interposed 
between the cathode and the anode, and where the first electrode (4027) provided over 
the second insulating film is electrically connected with the TFT. 

Therefore regarding claim 38, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device of Kojima to have a thin film 
transistor formed on the first insulating film, a second insulating layer formed over the 
TFT in order to electrically insulate the TFT, and a connection between the TFT and the 
first electrode, as taught by Koyama, in order to drive the light emitting device. 

Regarding claim 39, Kojima discloses stainless steel as a possible material for 
the metal substrate (column 36, line 36), and therefore discloses a heat resistive metallic 
substrate. 

Regarding claim 42, Kojima discloses a radius of curvature of convex portions 
existing on the surface of the substrate, such as the cladding layer (12), of equal to or 
greater than 1 micron (column 6, line 39). 

Regarding claim 43, Kojima fails to exemplify the types of display devices in 
which the light emitting device may be used. 
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Koyama teaches a light emitting device incorporated in a video camera (Figure 

23). 

Therefore regarding claim 43, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device of Kojima to be used in a 
video camera, as Koyama has taught that such a light emitting device may be employed 
in a video camera. 

1 1 . Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yap 
(6,307,528) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record, as applied to claims 30, 31 and 
34-37 above, and further in view of) Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record). 

Yap discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 30, but 
lacks a substrate holder or exemplification of the type of metal used for the substrate. 

Koyama teaches a substrate holder provided under a substrate made of a heat 
resistive metal such as stainless steel in order to join the display area of the device to 
the required circuitry and power source. 

Neither Yap nor Koyama disclose the thickness of the heat resistive metal 
substrate. 

Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitting device of Yap to have a substrate holder to 
join the display to the power source, as taught by Koyama, and a metal substrate 
formed of stainless steel, as taught by Koyama, in order to disperse heat from the light 
elements without deforming, and to further modify the metal substrate of Yap to have a 
thickness within the range of 5 to 30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin 
substrate for a semiconductor device, as taught by Moriyama. 

12. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yap 
(6,307,528) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record) as applied to claims 30, 31 and 
34-37 above, and further in view of Forrest et al. (5,998,803). 

Yap discloses a light emitting device having all the limitations of claim 30, 
including a metal substrate. 

Yap fails to exemplify a substrate holder under the substrate. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device with a substrate having a metallic surface 
(column 12, lines 36-46), and a substrate holder (6001) under the substrate in order to 
combine the display area with the circuitry and power connection (Figure 18B). 

Neither Yap nor Koyama disclose the surface roughness of the metal substrate. 

Forrest teaches a metal substrate for an EL device having a smooth surface in 
order to successfully deposit subsequent layers (column 1 1 , line 47). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a substrate having a surface roughness no greater than 
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one micron, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233, 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitting device of Yap to have a substrate holder 
formed under the substrate in order to join the display area of the device with the 
circuitry and power supply, as taught by Koyama, and to further modify the metal 
substrate of Yap to have a smooth surface, as taught by Forrest, and to provide a metal 
substrate having a surface roughness of one micron or less as it has been held to be 
within the skill of an ordinary practitioner of the art to find an optimal range through 
experimentation, in order to in order to have good adherence to the layers formed 
thereon. 

13. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kojima 
et al. (6,639,354) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record) as applied to claims 29, 38, 
39 and 43 above, and further in view of Moriyama et al. (6,447,612) (of record). 

Kojima discloses a light emitting device having a metal substrate. 

Kojima fails to exemplify a TFT as part of the device. 

Koyama teaches a TFT and a second insulating layer provided on a metal 
substrate of a light emitting device in order to drive the device. 

Neither Kojima nor Koyama disclose a thickness of the metal substrate. 
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Moriyama teaches a metal substrate for a semiconductor electrical device, 
wherein the metal substrate has a thickness that falls within the claimed range of 5 to 30 
microns. Moriyama teaches such a thickness of a metal substrate in order to optimize 
the thinness of the substrate while also optimizing its strength (column 9, lines 34-43). 

Therefore regarding claim 26, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device of Kojima to have a thin film 
transistor formed on the first insulating film, a second insulating layer formed over the 
TFT in order to electrically insulate the TFT, and a connection between the TFT and the 
first electrode, as taught by Koyama, in order to drive the light emitting device, and to 
further modify the metal substrate of Kojima to have a thickness within the range of 5 to 
30 microns in order to provide a strong yet thin substrate for a semiconductor device, as 
taught by Moriyama. 

14. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kojima 
et al. (6,639,354) in view of Koyama (6,380,007) (of record) as applied to claims 29, 38, 
39, 42 and 43 above, and further in view of Forrest et al. (5,998,803). 

Kojima discloses a light emitting device comprising a metal substrate, but fails to 

exemplify a thin film transistor on the first insulating film or a second insulating film over 

the TFT. 

Koyama teaches a light emitting device having a metal substrate (column 12, 
lines 36-46), a first insulating film (4021) over the metal substrate, at least one thin film 
transistor (4025) over the first insulating film, a second insulating film (4026) over the 
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first TFT, a light emitting element over the insulating film, the light emitting element 
including an anode (4027), a cathode (4030), and an EL material (4029) interposed 
between the cathode and the anode, and where the first electrode (4027) provided over 
the second insulating film is electrically connected with the TFT. 

Neither Kojima nor Koyama disclose the surface roughness of the metal 
substrate. 

Forrest teaches a metal substrate for an EL device having a smooth surface in 
order to successfully deposit subsequent layers (column 1 1 , line 47). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a substrate having a surface roughness no greater than 
one micron, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the light emitting device of the device of Kojima to have a thin 
film transistor formed on the first insulating film, a second insulating layer formed over 
the TFT in order to electrically insulate the TFT, and a connection between the TFT and 
the first electrode, as taught by Koyama, in order to drive the light emitting device, and 
to further modify the metal substrate of Kojima to have a smooth surface, as taught by 
Forrest, and to provide a metal substrate having a surface roughness of one micron or 
less as it has been held to be within the skill of an ordinary practitioner of the art to find 
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an optimal range through experimentation, in order to in order to have good adherence 
to the layers formed thereon. 



15. Applicant's arguments with respect to the standing claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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